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Introduction and background to the Governance Review 
Introduction 
In December 2012, the Consortium of International Agricultural Research Centers (CGIAR Consortium) and the Fund Council 
commissioned a Governance Review which was schedule in 2 phases as follows:- 
 
 Phase 1 - reviewing and assessing the governance structures in place across the CGIAR (the CGIAR Consortium, CGIAR 
Consortium members and Fund Council) and Centers’ Boards and executive management as well as the governance 
processes, controls and oversight mechanisms in place (including the ISPC as an advisory body and the IEA as an oversight 
mechanism). 
 
 Phase 2 comprises, in summary, the following: 
 
o Reviewing the outputs of the Phase 1 work and carrying out any further supplementary analysis of the governance 
structures, processes, controls and oversight mechanisms in place across the CGIAR and in particular any 
inadequacies, gaps and/or overlaps; 
 
o Analyzing Centers’ governance, investment and accounting policies and practices as they relate to Center reserves 
(unrestricted net assets
1
) and the Reserves Policy for Centers which is to be proposed by the CGIAR Consortium in 
January 2013; as well as advising on a CGIAR Fund Reserves Policy; 
 
o Reviewing how the governance structures are operated in practice in the CGIAR, in particular, evaluating 
responsibilities for monitoring compliance with, and enforcement and oversight of, the governance policies and 
main CGIAR agreements at all levels in the CGIAR; 
 
This report covers the findings and recommendations arising from Phase 1. It was conducted by a team of 3 individual consultants:- 
 
 Richard Golding 
 Andrew Mackie 
 Doug van den Aardweg 
 
This review was not an audit and this report is intended solely for Management and Governing Body members of the entities of the 
CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council. The authors accept no responsibility for any reliance on its contents by any third parties. 
  
                                                                
1
 Unrestricted net assets means, in this context, available resources which may be designated or not designated as to usage, and excludes fixed 
assets which are not available. 
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Background to the Governance Review 
There are 2 principal issues which provide important background to this Governance Review. These are: 
 
1. CGIAR Reform Process 
 
The Reform process can be summarized as follows: 
 
a) CGIAR’s vision is to reduce poverty and hunger, improve human health and nutrition, and enhance ecosystem resilience 
through high-quality international agricultural research, partnership and leadership. The CGIAR’s Strategy and Results 
Framework (SRF) defines four system-level outcomes that shape the CGIAR’s research priorities and activities: reduced rural 
poverty, improved food security, improved nutrition and health, sustainably managed natural resources. 
b) In December 2009, the CGIAR adopted a new institutional model designed to improve delivery of its research results in an 
ever-changing global environment. The new model emphasizes a more results-oriented research agenda, clearer 
accountability across the CGIAR, and streamlined CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs). The core elements of the new CGIAR 
are the CGIAR Fund and the CGIAR Consortium. 
c) The CGIAR Fund harmonizes donor contributions to improve the quality and quantity of funding available, engender greater 
financial stability, and reverse the trend toward restricted funding for the implementation of the SRF. The Fund Council is 
the CGIAR Fund’s decision-making body and represents all Fund Donors. 
d) The CGIAR Consortium was established as an international organization on 2 March 2012 and is made up of 15 members 
(the International Agricultural Research Centers) engaged in research for a food-secure future. Before becoming an 
international organization, the CGIAR Consortium existed since 29 April 2010 as a contractual joint venture established by 
its 15 members. The CGIAR Consortium’s main role is to lead the development and oversee the implementation of the 
CGIAR’s SRF, including the CRPs, which are major programs of research reaching across the CGIAR Consortium’s members 
and their partners. The CGIAR Consortium manages the allocation of funds to meet priorities identified in the SRF, and 
serves as a central point of fiduciary and operational accountability for the implementation of CRPs and the use of funds 
provided for CRPs (other than financial oversight of the use of “Window 3” Funds) (as defined in the CGIAR Glossary). 
e) The CGIAR system is designed to ensure that appropriate fiduciary responsibilities are imposed on all the organizations 
involved in implementing the CRPs. The CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council enter into program performance 
agreements for the delivery of research through the portfolio of CRPs. The CGIAR Consortium in turn enters into 
performance agreements with Lead Centers of CRPs to implement the CRPs. These contractual arrangements are meant to 
strengthen accountability and the delivery of research results. 
f) The CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council decided to jointly commission a governance review of the CGIAR System, 
including the CGIAR Consortium and its members, the Fund Council and the System components (i.e., the Independent 
Science and Partnership Council (ISPC) and the Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA)). This CGIAR Governance Review 
arises from a need identified by the Fund Council, together with the CGIAR Consortium and its members, to conduct a 
detailed and evidenced-based CGIAR Governance Review in order to review and assess the governance structures and 
controls in place across the CGIAR. This Review is detailed and evidence-based and conducted in multiple phases to ensure 
that the Review is conducted efficiently and effectively. Phase 1 is already underway. 
g) The CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council established a Governance Review Reference Committee (Reference 
Committee or GRRC) to oversee the proper carrying out of the CGIAR Governance Review. 
h) The CGIAR Governance Review will contribute to the information available to the Consortium Board in fulfilling its 
governance, risk and compliance responsibilities.  In particular, the Consortium Board is responsible for ensuring that the 
governance controls in the CGIAR Consortium are properly structured and implemented.  The review also supports a critical 
and timely collaborative process begun this year among all members of the CGIAR Consortium to seek best governance 
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practices, and will assist the Fund Council and the Consortium in providing their overview of the governance and 
management performance of the CGIAR system. 
 
2. Past investments at IITA 
 
IITA is one of the 15 Research Centers within the CGIAR, headquartered in Ibadan, Nigeria. The issue at IITA concerns potentially 
irrecoverable investments in what turned out to be fraudulent entities and which were originally made back in 2008. Once it became 
known to the Fund Council and donors in 2012, a decision was made to freeze Window 1 and 2 Funding to the whole CGIAR. Most 
donors have now recommenced their funding to the CGIAR but some have not, pending the outcomes of further investigation 
activities. 
 
As a result of this incident, donors wish to better understand what level of oversight and control is exercised by the Consortium and 
Center Boards as well as Center senior management over investment policies and activities in any of the Centers and identifying any 
areas where improvements are needed or can be made.  
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Scope of work 
Details of the scope of work for Phase 1 were set out in Terms of Reference and which were approved by the Consortium and the 
Fund Council on 19 November 2012. A copy of these ToR is provided in Annex 1 of this report. 
 
The consultants’ workplan for the Phase 1 Review comprised the following steps: 
 
 Kick-off and planning at Consortium HQ in Montpellier. 
 Documentation review 
 Telephone interviews with: 
o Board Chairs and/or Audit Committee Chairs of all 15 Centers, Consortium Board and Fund Council 
o Directors-General of all 15 Centers, Consortium CEO, Fund Council Secretariat 
o Head of the Consortium Internal Audit Unit 
o Chair of the ISPC 
o Head of the IEA 
o Various donor representatives 
 Site visits to 4 Centers by 2 of the consultants (which were selected solely for travel efficiency and to provide the 
consultants with face-to-face experience and are sample of ‘hands-on’ experience). These were: 
o IFPRI (Washington DC) 
o CIMMYT (Mexico City) 
o ILRI (Nairobi) 
o ICRAF (Nairobi) 
 Data analysis 
 Reporting 
 
A listing of CGIAR Board Members and staff interviewed is provided in Annex 2. 
 
Detailed steps of the work performed are shown in the diagram overleaf on page 8. Taking into account the end of year holiday 
season, the overall timescale for this Phase 1 Review was extremely tight but, thanks largely to the responsiveness of Center Boards, 
DG’s, Consortium Office and Fund Council members and staff, we were able to complete this phase on time, including dialogue with 
representatives from all 15 Centers. 
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Context and the Reform Process 
The focus of this Phase 1 review, and the subsequent Phase 2 review, is Governance across the CGIAR. However, in any organization, 
governance structures and processes should follow and be aligned to the organization’s strategy – and not the other way round. This 
enables those who have governance responsibilities (usually Board Members) to exercise their responsibilities on issues of 
materiality and importance to the organization’s business as well as interested stakeholders – donors, beneficiaries, and staff. 
 
The CGIAR has recently embarked on a substantial process of reform and further improvement – as summarized in the earlier 
Introduction and Background to this report. This reform strategy is driving the advent of fewer, larger research programmes 
emanating from the Fund Council and Consortium which are taken up by Lead and Participating Centers across the CGIAR  thereby 
increasing the levels of collaboration and joint working of individual research Centers. In turn, this is presenting new governance 
challenges for the whole system. There are now multiple cross-Center fiduciary relationships generated by CRP’s on top of the 
existing, largely Center-based governing bodies or Boards. While currently, in terms of total funding, there is still a predominance of 
bilaterally funded programmes across the 15 Centers, the trend of cross-Center W1 and W2 funding is set to increase although the 
rate of increase is difficult to assume or predict. 
 
Most of the 15 Centers have been operating for a long time – some for more than 40 years. Their Boards and practices are mature 
and well established. Their staff and resources are considerable and, collectively, they constitute the major assets of the CG System 
on which the future continues to be built. Due to the continued significance of bilateral programmes, Center Boards have, and will 
continue to have, direct fiduciary responsibility and accountability to their bilateral donors and this will continue to drive programme 
and other management activities and practices within each Center. 
 
Therefore, the current ‘hybrid’ environment presents considerable governance as well as operational challenges across the CG 
System as the Consortium and all the Centers seek to exercise management and oversight on both their bilateral activities and their 
CRP activities.  
 
Having conducted this first Phase of the Governance Review, it is our view at this stage, that the Centers, both individually and 
collectively, represent the current strengths of the CGIAR and their Boards represent the current foundations of the governance 
processes – both in their own right as drivers of bilateral programmes but also as a network of resources for implementation of the 
SRF and CRP strategy. The relatively new and evolving Consortium Board and the emerging CRP-based governance processes have 
yet to fully evolve and mature but have to interact with the Center-level Boards and processes. Therefore, it is important to 
understand that our findings and recommendations are predicated on the basis of further strengthening the governance structures 
and practices at the Center level as well as, in parallel, addressing the critical need to further strengthen and improve the 
effectiveness of the Consortium Board and Office – governance follows strategy. 
 
During our review, we found that, in addition to its own Board, each Center operates its own processes and systems for managing 
programmes, project management, finance, procurement, HR, legal and IT. Whilst there have been some efforts at harmonizing 
processes across the CGIAR, most notably with regard to a common information systems platform (One Corporate System or ‘OCS’), 
full adoption and implementation across all Centers is not yet committed and assured. Currently, 9 Centers plus the Consortium 
Office are committed to implement OCS over the next 2 years. OCS has the potential to become a significant enabler to ‘oil-the-
wheels’ of management and expansion of the CRP’s but, in the meantime, the Centers and the Consortium have to meet the 
challenge of operating and delivering CRP’s based on a disparate or fragmented information systems environment. 
 
There are currently 11 CRP’s approved and launched and 5 more that are just commencing. This report seeks to address how 
governance structures and processes can be strengthened or improved in order to satisfy the current reality of individual Center-
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based non-CRP programmes and activities as well as CRP-based programmes and activities which bind numerous Centers together in 
fiduciary and accountability relationships. There are already considerable levels of concern about the governance as well as the 
operational and reporting obligations that the current ‘hybrid’ environment demands with fiduciary relationships existing in multiple 
directions. At this stage, we consider that the rate of further expansion of CRP programmes and activities should be more closely 
tuned to the development and roll out of a common data platform and, where possible, other harmonized reporting and oversight 
practices. To expand too rapidly runs the risk of creating both overload and confusion on systems and processes and, as a result, 
governance matters thereby increasing risks of failure or non-delivery within individual Centers as well as across the CG System. 
 
We consider that it is both more prudent and effective if the Consortium and the SRF and CRP strategy develops and expands in line 
with and in time with the enabling capabilities of OCS and other harmonization or shared service goals so that operations and 
reporting can be delivered to consistent and high levels of quality. This will enable the Consortium and Fund Council to grow more 
effectively and securely across the CGIAR and perhaps beyond. 
 
Also, at the core of the reform strategy is the Consortium Office. The relatively recent change of CEO appears to have so far had a 
positive impact o the reform process but it is vital that the Consortium Office develops and builds additional high quality capacities 
to properly lead and drive the reform process and effective coordination of CRP’s. 
 
It is against this background and these initial overall conclusions that our findings and recommendations for governance and 
associated issues have been formulated and presented in the following section in this report. 
 
As already indicated, this review is the first phase of the Governance Review and the second, larger phase will follow on quickly 
afterwards. It has not been possible to fully research and analyze all issues, practices and challenges that impact governance 
throughout the CGIAR. As a result, a number of findings and recommendations are focused on providing initial anaylsis and 
information to support further actions by the Phase 2 consulting team, once they have been appointed by the Consortium. 
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Findings and recommendations 
Summary of findings and recommendations 
In this section, we present a brief summary of the main findings and recommended action areas arising from our Phase 1 review. As 
already mentioned, timescales were relatively limited for this review but we consider that a lot of ground was covered in terms of 
reach across the CGIAR while recognising and concluding that some key scope areas require much more profound research and 
analysis in order to build consensus for definitive actions and solution for governance improvements.  
 
We have concluded that there are a number of positive aspects and foundations concerning governance structures within the CG 
System. These can be characterized as follows: 
 
CG Centers 
 
Centers are 15 independent legal entities. Each Center operates under the authority of a legally constituted Board, charged with 
overall responsibility for the work of the Center (including its financial health and the well-being of its staff). The establishment of a 
Board is required by local law of the jurisdiction in which the Center is organized, the Center’s founding charter, constitut ion and/or 
headquarters agreement, or a combination thereof.  The review observed mature and well organized governance arrangements.  
They have policies required for effective performance (financial, investment, conflict of interest etc) and have established committee 
structures (nominating, program, finance/audit and executive committees) appropriate to their individual circumstances.  Boards 
vary in size (ranging between 6-14) and have nominations procedures which aim to provide for an appropriate mix of professions, 
experience, nationalities and gender.  Boards all have self evaluation procedures as well as term limits and re-appointment/re-
election procedures. The review noted that all Center 2011 audited financial statements received unqualified audit opinions from 
reputable international firms with no serious deficiencies noted in management letters or from the Consortium organized peer 
review process.    
 
CGIAR Consortium  
 
The CGIAR Consortium’s main role is to lead the development and oversee the implementation of the CGIAR’s SRF, including the 
CRPs, which are major programs of research reaching across the CGIAR Consortium’s members and their partners.  The CGIAR 
Consortium manages the allocation of funds approved by the Fund Council to meet priorities identified in the SRF, and serves as a 
central point of fiduciary and operational accountability for the implementation of CRPs.  The Consortium has an important 
programmatic role, a leadership responsibility to help define what the CRPs do, how they do it, and how they monitor progress. The 
programmatic responsibility of the Consortium Office (CO) are an essential pre-requisite to enable them to exercise financial 
responsibility which is done through (1) issuing aggregate operational and financial reports; (2) developing and promulgating 
financial guidelines (adequacy, review process, updates); (3) monitoring the Centers’ financial management arrangements; and (4) 
identifying and reporting significant risks and financial irregularities to stakeholders.   The review noted that the appointment of the 
current CEO received strong support of interviewees while highlighting the challenging role of building the capacity of the 
Consortium Office to deliver on its mandate. 
 
Fund Council  
 
The CGIAR Fund harmonizes donor contributions to improve the quality and quantity of funding available, engenders greater 
financial stability, and reverses the trend toward restricted funding for the implementation of the SRF. The Fund Council is the CGIAR 
Fund’s decision-making body and represents all Fund Donors. 
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The World Bank is one of more than thirty donors to the Fund and also acts as the Fund’s Trustee. Arrangements such as this are not 
uncommon in international development and there is no evidence to suggest that the dual role of donor and funder has resulted in 
any conflict of interest which is detrimental to the overarching objectives of the CRPs.    
 
Some interviewees expressed concerns regarding the Fund Council decision to suspend disbursements from the Fund as a result of 
the IITA failed investment.  Specifically a number of Centers questioned why “their” W1 and W2 disbursements were suspended as a 
result of governance failures in IITA.  From a legal perspective the Joint Agreement (JA) (Article 26) provides the Fund Council with 
the legal right to suspend disbursements in a range of circumstances.  From our experience working with a range of international 
development organizations the response of the donors (through the Fund Council) in exercising that right is not without precedence;  
donors have to be seen to take action to protect “their funds” and reputation when things go wrong.  Recognizing this legal right 
should reinforce our earlier point – namely the importance of all parties to the JA working together to harmonize systems and 
processes which will ensure that funds are used for the purposes intended.   
 
Another lesson arising out of the IITA affair is that key risks and any “bad news” need to be communicated more openly across the  
CGIAR.  Specifically a key concern is the length of time taken for concerns relating to the recoverability of the investment to be 
identified by the IITA Board of Trustees, notified to the Consortium and communicated to the Fund Council.  Our report provides a 
number of recommendations which address the sharing of information which might ensure that risks are identified and 
appropriately addressed at an earlier stage across the CGIAR.        
 
Overall, we would summarise and highlight the following areas which characterise the current strength of the CG System with regard 
to governance along with the major challenges and risks which are being or will need to be managed:- 
 
 Almost all of the Centers are well established institutions for many, many years with relatively mature Boards with well 
established administrative practices and procedures, most of which are quite well documented. In our collective experience 
with governance structures in many diverse organisations, this is not always the case. 
 
 Staff experience and Center reputation levels in the field of agricultural and scientific research appear to be considerable 
across all Centers. 
 
 This maturity and inherent scientific strength is vested in the 15 Centers while, more recently, it has been supplemented 
with the emergence and growth of the Fund Council and the Consortium Board and Office. These relatively new and critical 
organs of governance are in their early stages of development and maturity and, notably in the case of the Consortium 
Board and with the capacity of the Consortium Office, they currently face considerable challenges. 
 
 The SRF, CRP’s and Common Operational Framework (COF) are the primary and essential components to enable the Reform 
strategy to grow and be effective. A combination of clear CRP Governance and the continued evolution of the COF forms 
what will be required to ‘make it stick’ in practice. In legal and fiduciary terms, this is currently embedded in the 3 levels of 
performance agreements – the Joint Agreement (JA) and Consortium Performance Agreements (CPA), Program 
Implementation Agreements (PIA) and Program Participant Agreements (PPA) and which provide a contractual foundation 
for the future obligations and operations. In our view, these contractual documents provide the most appropriate basis for 
defining current and future fiduciary relationships and responsibilities between the various parties in the CG System in 
addition to the basic roles already defined in the various Board constitutional documents. 
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 With regard to the specific issue of investments, even though there is scope for further improvements in investment 
policies and practices, based on the work performed, we did not find any examples of practices or investments at either 
Board or senior management level in any of the Centers that are similar to those which had given rise or could give rise to 
failed investments such as in the past incident with IITA. As we have already indicated, we point out that we have not 
conducted a detailed audit of all investment holdings past and present at all Centers. This was not a requirement in our 
Terms of Reference. We also understand that completion of a further independent forensic investigation into the IITA 
incident is still outstanding. 
 
 Based on our analysis, we would summarise the major risks and challenges as follows: 
 
o The importance of continued and effective capacity building in key specific areas of competence for the 
Consortium Office. 
o Finalising consensus across the CG System on CRP Governance and accountabilities, such as Internal and External 
Audit and HR issues, whilst maintaining existing governance and accountabilities for the non-CRP activities – which 
remain of high materiality. 
o Ensuring that building the capacity and effectiveness of the International Evaluation Arrangement (IEA) remains a 
high priority and eventually providing more consistency, focus and objectivity to the evaluation activities across 
the CGIAR. 
o Ensure as far as possible that the first phase of the OCS implementation remains on schedule and is taken up by 
the Consortium Office for further expansion in the CGIAR. 
o Make further immediate improvements to Board and Management control and effectiveness of Center 
investment policies and practices. 
o Where possible, promote further harmonization of common practices and implementation of shared services 
such as CRP Governance, investment policies, OCS, HR, Evaluation, Internal Audit through their inclusion in the 
Common Operational Framework (COF). 
o Throughout the Review, there was frequent feedback from across the Centers that there needs to be significant 
improvements in the quality, reasoning and clarity of communications from both the Consortium and the Fund 
Council notably on such issues as – the freezing of window 1 and 2 funds (a one-time decision), the timing and flow 
of funds for CRP’s, the IEA, the IAU and the question of whether or not there to move to a single external auditor. 
We note that the Consortium Office has very recently hired a Director of Communications, which we consider to 
be a very positive step, and this remains a constant challenge for the Consortium to address. 
o Each of the above issues plus others in our detailed findings will require further follow up and analysis involving all 
Centers and other CGIAR entities in Phase 2. 
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Detailed findings and recommendations 
In the following pages, we present in table form our detailed findings for each of the areas in our scope in the form of:- 
 
 an assessment of any risks, inadequacies and gaps associated with the scope area 
 
 recommendations for consideration and action at 2 levels:- 
o for immediate action 
  and/or 
o for further analysis and investigation as part of Phase 2 
 
Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
Consortium    
1. Building 
Consortium 
Office capacity 
 
There was widespread feedback from across the whole CGIAR that the 
Consortium Office plays a pivotal role in success of the CGIAR strategy. 
Some of the feedback was consistent and some overlapping or even 
contradictory. However, it highlights the importance of the topic and its 
pervasive impact on several governance challenges and risks for Board 
Members to manage. It included the need for the Consortium Office to 
demonstrate much stronger leadership, clearer communications, be less 
dictatorial and that it should “exist to serve the Centers and not the other 
way round”.  
 
There is clear evidence of significant expectation gaps and these need to 
be addressed. Based on this feedback and looking ahead and 
notwithstanding the recent and welcome recruitment of a 
Communications Manager, we can foresee several other important 
capacity building challenges for the Consortium CEO and his team to 
address which will require the support, commitment and potential 
  
1.1. Arising from our review, we have 
identified the following areas (non-
exhaustive) as significant for building 
Consortium Office capacities:- 
 
 CRP Governance, Management 
and Coordination 
 OCS Project Management 
 HR standards harmonization 
 Group Ethics & Compliance Office 
 
Further analysis and assessment of the 
short and longer term resources 
required and the associated 
governance processes and 
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Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
further investment of the Fund Council and donors as well as the Centers. 
This should be a significant component of the Phase 2 review and some 
initial capability areas are provided in the recommendation opposite. A 
brief statement on the importance of each is given below:- 
 
 
 CRP Governance – strong management of all CRP’s providing 
appropriate reporting to the Consortium Board to enable them to 
oversee progress and results. More detailed analysis is provided in 
scope area 2 below. 
 
 OCS – planned takeover of lead responsibility for the OCS project, 
further development and implementation to all participating Centers 
including the Consortium Office. It is our view that a common 
systems platform for all key functions across the Centers is a key 
enabler and driver of future growth and manageable fiduciary and 
accountability issues for CRP’s. This in turn will strengthen the 
capabilities for Board governance of CRP’s as well as evaluation and 
both internal and external audit obligations. More detailed analysis 
is provided in scope area 15 below. 
 
 HR standards harmonization – depending on the outcomes of the 
recommendations on scope area 19 below on HR issues, it is likely 
that the Consortium Office will need to set up and maintain CGIAR 
HR standards and conditions including harmonized grading systems, 
recruitment processes and performance evaluation systems to 
increase the CGIAR “Group’s” attractiveness as an employer as well 
as enhance resource mobility across the group and support 
responsibilities should be carried out. 
Results will provide further important 
requirements to be developed into the 
Common Operational Framework 
(COF). 
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Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
retention of high performing staff. 
 
 Ethics & Compliance Office – Given the CGIAR Group’s business and 
activities and given also the significant sourcing by public funds, it is 
important that, in line with common practices in other similarly 
funded organisations, it establishes a clear independent Ethics & 
Compliance Office. Such a function would, amongst other matters, 
establish and maintain key group-wide policies and procedures for:- 
o Code(s) of Conduct 
o Conflicts of Interest 
o Whistle-blowing procedures 
o Ethics awareness training programmes 
Such a function is a key component of good governance in publicly-
funded organisations and provides a number of significant control 
mechanisms to enable rapid identification and risk mitigation 
activities in the event of suspected or actual misconduct or 
fraudulent behaviour. 
 
2. CRP 
Governance 
 
The advent of CRP’s as a focus of future delivery of programmes whereby 
the synergy of resources across Centers is harnessed to provide quality 
outcomes has tested the governance fabric of the CGIAR. The following 
important aspects were raised, across the Centers during our interviews 
and visits: 
 The relationship between the Consortium Office and the CRP and 
the role of Centre Boards and management. 
 The exercising of authority by the CRP Director as per the Program 
Participation Agreement vs the managerial responsibility of the staff 
  
2.1. Now that CRP’s have been in 
operation for some time the 
operational complexities of 
management and governance within 
the CGIAR framework and particularly 
as regards the Centers with their 
individual legal status and specific 
fiduciary duties of Directors needs to 
be assessed viz-a-viz   CRP’s. 
CGIAR  Governance Review – Phase1 
 
   
 
 17 
Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
at the Centers involved in the CRP. 
 Program assurance and the role of ‘outside’ evaluators and auditors 
(IEA, IAU, Donor evaluation), and the reporting protocols. 
 External audit assurance of CRP’s and the ‘reliance’ on the auditors 
of other Centers. 
 Financial planning, budgets, procurement, control and management 
and the necessity for a common platform (OCS) to allow for timely 
decisions. 
 
A matrix of accountability and 
responsibility with appropriate 
authority would assist to clarify the 
working arrangements of the system. 
 
 
3. 
Strengthening 
links between 
Consortium 
Board & Center 
Boards 
 
During the course of our review, there was consistent highlighting of the 
importance of the leading role that needs to be played by the Consortium 
Board and Consortium Office in the successful roll out of the Strategic 
Results Framework and CRP’s. However, at the Board level, there was 
clear feedback that there is still a ‘gap’ that is too wide between the 
Center Boards and the Consortium Board members. Whilst there is 
Center Board representation on the Consortium Board meetings, there is 
no reciprocal commitment for Consortium Board members to attend 
Center Board meetings and thereby increase and improve their 
understanding of Center Board issues, priorities and challenges. 
 
It is our view that, for the CGIAR strategy to be successful in the future, it 
is vital that the Consortium Board Members are in touch and are as 
responsive as possible to issues, priorities and challenges at the Center 
level and they must do more to make this a reality and build stronger 
trusted relationships with Center Board Members and DG’s. Even though 
such a commitment would increase Consortium Board members time 
commitments and costs, it is considered a positive investment in the 
 
3.1. We recommend that each 
Consortium Board Member be given 
Ex-Officio Observer status at 1 or 2 
Centers and which includes 
attendance at least 1 Center Board 
meeting per year. 
 
3.2 Consideration should be given the 
role of a CB ex-officio observer which 
will address issues such as 
confidentiality.  
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Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
sustainability of the CGIAR strategy and will ‘oil-the-wheels’ of future 
decision-making processes and communications. 
 
Centers    
4. Finance / 
Accounting 
representation 
on all Boards 
 
Most Center Boards have one member who holds a professional 
accounting and/or auditing qualification and has significant financial 
management and/or audit expertise. The majority of Center Boards have 
8 to 12 members in total so such expertise is still a very small minority of 
the total Board capabilities. With the increase in the complexity of Centre 
operations chiefly driven by the CRP representation across Centers as 
well as the growth of Centers often involving the establishment of 
decentralised units in a number of countries (eg IFPRI, CIMMYT, ICARDA) 
resulting in more complex accountability challenges, reporting 
requirements and audit needs, there is a need for greater representation 
on Boards for finance and accounting skills. This is particularly true with 
regard to Audit Committee membership. During the extensive interview 
process conducted in this Phase I review there was considerable 
agreement that a shortage of such skills was currently being experienced 
and that reliance on one individual for such skills was unduly risky. 
 
 
4.1. In line with growing practices 
across many international 
organisations, Nominations 
Committees of Center Boards should 
agree on a System-wide standard of a 
minimum of two suitable experienced 
people with the CPA, ACA, CA or 
equivalent qualification. These people 
would then be augmented by those 
having other relevant business and 
management skills and experience. 
 
The same recommendation also 
applies to the Consortium Board 
Nominations Committee. 
 
 
5. Conflicts of 
Interest 
 
Effective management of any Conflicts of Interest (CoI) is a fundamental 
duty of all Boards. CoI present a significant ongoing risk that requires 
rigorous processes to identify potential risks when they arise to ensure 
they are dealt with effectively. 
 
From our review, it appears that Center Boards have a common and 
 
5.1. Therefore, in line with growing 
practices across many international 
organisations, we recommend that the 
Consortium and all Centers should 
establish and maintain a register of 
‘restricted entities’ with whom they 
 
5.2 In order to ensure all stakeholders 
have a common understanding of the 
term we recommend that CGIAR CoI 
guidelines are developed 
(incorporated into the COF).  
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Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
necessary practice, at the start of all Board meetings, to require all 
members to sign a document that states that they have no CoI to declare 
that might impact any of the issues the Board’s agenda. Also, we have 
found that Center Boards also have policy statements and/or guidelines 
on CoI in their Board Charters or Handbooks. However, we consider that 
there is a significant risk that there may still be actual or perceived CoI 
which may exist and which are not declared either knowingly or, more 
likely, unknowingly. Boards of all Centers and the Consortium are working 
with increasing numbers of partners, contractors, suppliers and 
investment entities. It only takes one CoI incident to damage the 
reputation of any Center and potentially the whole CGIAR. 
have a contractual relationship and 
that this register be made available to 
all Board Members. The following 
procedures should then be introduced: 
 
a) The declaration signed by Board 
Members at each meeting should 
include specific reference to the 
restricted entity register. This will 
assist Board Members to ensure 
they protect themselves and the 
organisation against any 
unintended CoI. 
 
b) Review and reporting of any 
changes additions, deletions to 
the register should be a regular 
item on the Board agenda. 
 
5.3. Again, in line with growing 
practices in many international 
organisations, further evaluation 
should be made of the potential for 
extending the application of the 
restricted entity register to the senior 
management team and staff in certain 
key functions such as Finance and 
Procurement. Each staff member 
concerned should be required to sign 
an annual declaration that they have 
no CoI to declare together with an 
undertaking to declare any CoI that 
they become aware of as soon as 
possible. 
6. Reserves 
 
In recent years the nature and profile of funding has changed and the 
ratio of restricted to unrestricted funding has reduced the available funds 
at the Centers for allocation to infrastructure development and 
maintenance plus also emergency (unrestricted) fund reserves. The 
recent IITA incident has increased the debate in Board meetings on the 
need for a reserve. The relatively recent enforced HQ re-locations for 
Africa Rice and ICARDA have also heightened the need for such 
emergency or contingency reserves. 
  
6.1 Consideration should be given to 
conduct a review of the longer-term 
reserve requirements of the Centers 
and how a funding strategy can be 
devised to provide adequately for 
longer-term cash flow. In addition, the 
possible pooling of such funds, 
centrally, where they can be 
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Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
 
Also, the requirement for funding for infrastructure upgrade, expansion 
and maintenance (eg CIAT) is a significant item on Board agendas.   
 
appropriately managed, should be 
investigated (read also 14.2 below). 
7. Programme 
Partners – Due 
Diligence 
 
For many years, Centers have worked with a variety of external partners 
as part of their programme activities regardless of the source of 
programme funding – whether CRP or non-CRP.  These include academic 
institutions and NGOs operating at a national, village and grassroots level, 
often in developing countries which are essential to the impact of the 
work of Centers. Given the fiduciary relationships and contractual 
obligations that CRP’s and other programmes place on Centers, it is vital 
that appropriate due diligence work is carried out on all new partners 
with follow up checks for existing partners to minimise the risks of 
disbursing funds to third parties who may not have the management, 
scientific and financial capacities and controls to assure proper 
application of funds. Whilst it is acknowledged that many Centers have 
worked successfully with many existing partners for several years, we 
were concerned to note from the sample of Centers covered in our 
review, that a rigorous and formalised due diligence review process is not 
always carried out on all programme partners. This still applies 
notwithstanding any prior recommendation of the partner that may have 
come from the ISPC. 
 
There are examples of where other international organisations and multi-
donor funds apply standards or minimum requirements to be established 
with all sub-recipients or third parties of funds and this this is one of the 
highest risk areas for funds disbursements. 
 
7.1. We recommend that that Centers 
and the Consortium Office commit to 
the need to institutionalize a process 
of due diligence over such partners to 
provide comfort to Board Members 
and donors. This due diligence process 
would assess the capacities and 
controls of external partners and set 
up appropriate measures to mitigate 
risks identified as part of the 
assessment process.  
 
7.2. We recommend that further 
evaluation and analysis of this risk and 
the potential processes and resources 
required to implement a strong due 
diligence standard and process across 
all Centers be carried out as part of the 
Phase 2 review. Any resulting due 
diligence processes should be 
incorporated into the Common 
Operating Framework (COF). 
CGIAR  Governance Review – Phase1 
 
   
 
 21 
Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
 
Fund Council    
8. 
Strengthening 
Fund Flow 
certainty and 
transparency 
 
During discussion across the Centers it became clear that there was a 
need to strengthen the certainty of fund flow from the Fund Council 
through to the Centers. Budgets and cash flows would be more timely 
allowing for better resource management. 
 
It was clear that there was a lack of understanding as to the drivers of the 
flow process, timing and decision points as regards each of the funding 
Windows. 
 
Transparency of decision-making and the protocols around the timing of 
funding flows would assist in Center management and Boards in 
managing expectations and budgets and allowing for informed decision 
making. 
 
  
8.1. Consideration should be given to 
the practicalities of the Fund Council 
making funding information available 
to the Consortium Office in order that 
they can produce cash flow forecasts 
on a rolling basis for each of the 
Centers, to enhance the budgeting and 
cash flow management and 
predictability of both Centers and 
CRP’s. 
Evaluation    
9. Evaluation 
 
All Boards, DG’s and their senior management teams have a primary 
interest in ensuring that activities on all programmes (whether CRP or 
non-CRP) are properly monitored with effective and timely evaluation of 
results and impacts. Such evaluation activities need to be carried out by 
resources with the appropriate competencies combined with a sufficient 
level of independence and objectivity. 
 
Because of the ongoing importance of delivery of positive results and 
impact to the overall CGIAR strategy and donor expectations, we are 
  
9.1. We recommend that the Phase 2 
team conducts a comprehensive 
review and assessment of current 
evaluation system.  This review will, 
amongst other things seek to clarify 
how evaluation will be resourced and  
operate across the full life cycle of 
programme activities for both CRP’s 
and non-CRP’s,  as well as other 
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Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
concerned that evaluation of results and impact appears currently to be 
both fragmented across the CGIAR and to have taken numerous forms. It 
is also not yet clear to us whether or not there are any significant areas of 
activity where evaluation may not be sufficiently competent, 
independent or, indeed, not present at all or may even by duplicated or 
overlapping. 
 
As part of the SRF and CRP strategy, the Fund Council has begun 
establishment of an Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA). At this 
stage, a Head of IEA has been recruited and she has developed her initial 
evaluation programme, budget and her accountability which are awaiting 
final approval by the Fund Council. She has yet to develop the capacities 
of the IEA function. We consider that this very important development 
requires continued momentum and support. 
 
Also, as part of the new strategy, an Independent Science and Partnership 
Council (ISPC) has been established which provides expert advice on 
scientific issues to the Fund Council. In turn, the ISPC is advised by the 
Standing Panel on Impact Assessment (SPIA).  
 
Individual bilateral programmes across Centers will continue to have their 
own specific evaluation arrangements. 
 
In the past, External Performance Management Reviews (EPMR’s – by the 
World Bank) and Center-Commissioned External Reviews (CCER’s) were 
carried out across all Centers. 
 
Most other international organisations, including the World Bank and the 
evaluation of key activities at the 
individual Center level.  
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Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
larger UN agencies, have their own in-house Evaluation functions but 
with independent reporting lines to senior management and Board levels. 
 
Given the ever-increasing donor emphasis on wanting to see results and 
impacts from programmes that are in line with the overall strategic goals 
of the CGIAR, it is essential that there is a strong, competent and 
independent evaluation service or services for programmes and other 
activities that meets donor, Board and management expectations. Whilst 
the concept of the IEA is both welcome and necessary, we are concerned 
that the function and current Head of IEA has not yet received sufficient 
or timely endorsement and approval for the initial plan and budget and 
that reporting lines and communications need to be clarified. We are also 
concerned about the location and potential ‘gaps’ that may prevail 
through basing the IEA leadership in Rome. Proximity to both the 
Consortium and Fund Council, as well as the Centers of course, will be 
paramount. 
 
The issues of a CGIAR-wide evaluation service, results measurement as 
well as longer–term impact assessments are also of concern to Center 
Boards and DG’s to ensure a harmonized approach that minimizes 
overlaps and duplication whilst respecting accountabilities to all donor 
sources. 
 
Internal Audit    
10. Internal 
Audit Strategy  
 
Centers recognized the contribution made by internal audit across the CG 
system. Some respondents did however note issues related to the 
provision of quality internal audit services across the system. which is 
 
 
 
 
 
10.1. We recommend the CO and 
Centers work through the Head of IAU 
to finalize the IAU Strategic Plan (2013-
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Scope Area Risk Assessment + Gaps / Inadequacies 
Recommended Action 
For immediate consideration For Phase 2 
dependent on the skills of the individual lead auditor.   This presents the 
system with challenges in respect of human resources (including pay 
scale, recruitment packages, retention, training and career development) 
as well as IA systems/tools and quality control.      
 
 
During the interview process we noted considerable concerns and 
uncertainty relating to proposals which are perceived as a centralization 
of the IA function. It is our view that the internal audit function within 
Centers can continue to operate with the existing hybrid arrangements 
which have served them well with the IAU providing and overarching role 
in setting strategy, quality control and capacity building.  We do however 
believe that Centers’ will need to provide the Consortium Office (through 
the Head of the IAU) with access to internal reports.  This can be 
addressed through information protocols which ensure that the 
Consortium Board are aware of catastrophic events, high risk and cross 
cutting fiduciary issues identified in IA reports in a timely manner. 
 
The advent of CRP’s as a focus of future delivery of programmes has 
tested the governance fabric of the CGIAR. Conceptually we believe that 
CRP audits can be addressed following the principles outlined in the 
previous paragraph, notwithstanding the specific fiduciary responsibilities 
of the Consortium in relation to W1 and W2 funds. From this starting 
point we argue that it is essential that CRP audits (addressing W1, W2, 
W3 and bilateral funding) take into account existing IA Center IA work 
programmes and are not driven solely by the needs of the Fund Council 
and Consortium Board otherwise there is a risk that will become a top-
down, un-coordinated exercise which adds unnecessary and duplicative 
2015) which addresses (1) the 
governance structure, (2) the 
proposed audit plan. (3) HR/capacity 
building plans and (4) funding 
arrangements.   
 
10.2. Development of information 
protocols which reinforce existing 
reporting lines but which ensure the 
Consortium Board are aware of 
catastrophic events, high risk and cross 
cutting fiduciary issues indentified in IA 
reports in a timely manner. 
 
 
 
 
 
10.3. Further work on the governance 
of the IAU that provides direction on 
policy and strategy by the Consortium 
and the Centers.     
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costs to the assurance process.  As noted in scope area 2, above any 
proposals for the conduct of CRP audits also need to be addressed in the 
context of program assurance and reporting protocols for other ‘outside’ 
evaluators (SPIA, IEA, Donor audits and evaluation).  
 
External Audit     
11. Single 
Group External 
Audit  
 
The Consortium Audit Committee (Sept 2012) proposed an external 
approach “where a single external auditor is appointed for the CGIAR 
system that covers the use of funding from the three different Windows, 
i.e. all the CRPs and the Centers’ projects supported by bilateral funding, 
provided that the costs and benefits of so doing are reasonable”. 
 
One of the challenges to be addressed by the CGIAR reforms is the extent 
to which auditors of Lead Centers are able to provide assurance on CRPs 
implemented by participating partners’ audited by different audit firms.  
An approach which appoints a single auditor could efficiently address this 
issue through coordinating a unified external audit, providing assurance 
across the whole system.  
 
During our review, we noted some practical concerns regarding this 
approach (e.g. increased costs in some countries and restrictions on audit 
firms allowed to operate in host countries).  Notwithstanding the above, 
we believes that the proposal has the merit of further consideration 
aligned to developments in harmonizing financial systems, chart of 
accounts, improved accounting standards and group financial reporting.  
 
 
  
11.1. Further analysis of the timing, 
costs and feasibility of the 
development of a single audit 
approach, aligned to developments in 
harmonizing financial systems, chart of 
accounts, improved accounting 
standards and group financial 
reporting.   
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Investments    
12. Investment 
Policies 
 
Policy documents, approved by Boards, are in place across all Centers. 
Since the IITA incident increased attention has been given to investments 
and adherence to policies. However the length, content, quality and 
investment approach within each of the 15 investment policies differs. 
 
Most Centers appear to take a conservative view to investment. The 
generally accepted prime objective of all Centers is the preservation of 
capital. This is followed by liquidity and maximising returns (not always in 
that order).  Based solely on a desktop review augmented by enquiry and 
reviewing schedules of investment holdings at a sample of Centers it 
appears that there are quite different attitudes to risk in meeting their 
investment objectives. 
 
The objective of capital preservation is, in limited cases, at odds with the 
policy of having equity investments and mutual funds included in the 
allowable asset classes (eg ICRAF and IRRI). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The CGIAR Financial Guidelines No.1 (February 2007) relating to treasury 
and investments is out-dated and requires revision. 
 
 
12.1. There should be a standard 
policy format setting out the best 
investment practice expected of 
organisations such as the Centers. A 
“comply or explain” principle should 
apply where Boards should agree 
aspects of non-compliance and 
confirm such non-compliance 
annually. Refer Investment Policy 
Structure (Illustrative) in Annex 3. 
 
 
 
12.2. All investments by their very 
nature can rise or fall according to the 
markets. The skills and experience of 
both the Board and the management 
of the Centers must be sufficient to 
make investment decisions and 
provide adequate oversight of treasury 
and investment management 
functions. 
 
12.3. FG 1 should be revised to 
incorporate a more defined and 
structured investment policy and 
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investment accounting process. 
 
 
13. Investment 
reporting to the 
Board 
 
Investments are reported to the Board usually through either the Audit 
Committee or the Executive & Finance Committee. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There is no consistency across Centers as to the frequency or format of 
reporting to the Board. Current reporting, generally, does not cover all 
aspects of the policy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The IITA incident has led to increased debate at board level regarding the 
accumulation of sufficient funds to provide for such a scenario in the 
future (a freeze on fund flow).  This, together with need to increase 
reserves to fund infrastructure upgrades and capital projects has 
accentuated investment activity and put pressure on achieving higher 
returns. 
 
 
 
13.1. The Audit Committee has a major 
focus on the wider control 
environment including risks and 
controls. As such this committee 
should have oversight of investments 
in addition to Finance Committees 
where these are in place. 
 
13.2. The manager responsible for the 
execution of the Policy should attest 
annually to the Board that the 
requirements of the Policy have been 
adhered to during the year.  This 
action should be included in the FG1 
revision (see 12.3 above) with policy 
attestations copied to the CO.  
 
13.3. Comprehensive reporting of 
investment holdings, highlighting 
changes since the last report, and 
income earned should be reported 
regularly (at least 6 monthly) to the 
Board. 
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An important control over the whole investment process is the ability for 
anyone who is part of the process or an observer of the process to raise 
concerns related to the integrity of decisions and/or actions. Centers all 
have whistleblowing policies in place. On enquiry it appears that 
whistleblowing is taken seriously.  However, the IITA incident highlighted 
a flaw in the whistleblowing policy in that the procedure reported to the 
Audit Committee chairman (in the IITA example this ‘control’ would not 
have been effective). 
 
13.4. Consideration should be given to 
a parallel reporting line of 
whistleblowing incidents to an 
independent official outside of the 
related Centre/function. This action 
should be addressed as part of 
recommendation 1.1. and a proposed 
Ethics & Compliance Office. 
14. Treasury 
and Cash 
Management 
  
During the review of a selection of Board minutes it is apparent that 
Boards are debating the merits of different types of investments to 
provide additional funds. As the amount of money available for 
investment increases and the complexity of cash management extends 
through CRP’s and the increasingly decentralised Center structures the 
importance of capacity and skills of treasury managers becomes more 
important. 
 
 
14.1. Audit Committees need to 
ensure that there is adequate time 
given to the oversight of investment 
and cash management activity. 
 
14.2 Consideration should be given to 
the feasibility of a central resource 
who could support treasurers in their 
investment decisions. Also, it is timely 
to reconsider concept of a central 
pooling of funds (with the necessary 
security safeguards) for longer-term 
deposits / investments should be 
considered (read in association with 
6.1 above).  
 
Other Issues    
15. One 
Corporate 
System (OCS) 
 
One Corporate System (OCS) is a Center led initiative providing a common 
management system for accounting, human resources and program 
management.  As such it will provide support for CRPs and involves the 
Consortium Office and nine Centers.   
 
  
15.1 We recommend that the 
Consortium ensure that an 
independent assessment of the OCS 
project and implementation be 
incorporated into the scope of work 
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Centers that have decided not to participate in the project will in any case 
follow the common reporting format and so would also benefit from the 
project design. The Consortium Office should also benefit from improved 
access to and aggregation of accounting, HR and program information.  
The project has been subject to a series of delays but is now at a critical 
stage with the first Center (IRRI) scheduled to “go-live” in April 2013.  
 
In common with other large IT projects OCS is a high risk activity and a 
critical building block of the CG reforms.  It is appropriate that the project 
is subject to an external evaluation to ensure that implementation meets 
the overall objectives set at the start of the project and prior to passing 
management over to the Consortium Office.   This could be incorporated 
into the terms of reference of the consulting firm appointed to conduct 
Phase II of the Governance Review.   
 
for Phase 2 of the Governance Review. 
Also, a clear plan for the timely 
engagement of appropriate internal 
audit resources with the OCS project 
should be developed.   
16. Financial 
Accounting 
Standards 
 
All Centers 2011 financial statements received an unqualified audit 
opinion however some auditors (e.g. ICRAF) place a restriction on use, 
principally because CGIAR has its own Financial Guidelines (FG2) rather 
than an international recognised accounting standard (IFRS).   
 
The CG Centers have recognised the limitations of FG2 and are working 
towards full compliance and reporting under IFRS for 14 of the 15 Centers 
in 2013. Due to US reporting regulations, IFPRI is required to report in 
conformity with accounting principles generally accepted in the USA.  
 
 
16.1. All Center financial statements 
should be fully compliant with IFRS if 
possible for 2013 accounts or, in the 
case of IFPRI provide a supplementary 
schedule providing a reconciliation 
between US GAAP and IFRS.  
 
17. “CG Group” 
Financial 
 
The Consortium (and before that the CGIAR Secretariat) has prepared an 
  
17.1. We propose that further analysis 
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Statements  aggregated financial report on the financial performance of the CGIAR 
Centers based on their audited financial statements.  This has served as a 
useful and comprehensive document for stakeholders but does not 
represent a full set of consolidated accounts for the whole CG Group.  
 
The advent of CRPs the Consortium and Centers will need to address an 
approach to CRP reporting which provides a consolidated financial report 
both administratively (by Centers) and programmatically (by CRP).  The 
legal and technical challenges (common reporting formats, timing, and 
agreeing inter-Centre balances) would have to be developed to address 
this issue.  In addition there is a question as to whether there is merit in 
having these financial statements subject to external audit.     
 
of the costs and benefits as well as the 
legal and technical challenges of 
preparing consolidated group financial 
statements, taking full account of the 
impact of IFRS conversion, OCS roll-out 
and the proposed concept of a single 
external auditor. 
18. Peer review 
process 
 
The peer review of Center Financial Statements has served the CGIAR well 
and has provided a process for assuring that Centers are compliant with 
CGIAR Accounting Policies and Reporting Practices. One of the findings of 
the IITA review was that there was a mechanism to ensure that 
recommendations and comments are followed-up by Center 
management.  Peer reviewers also focus on technical compliance with 
Financial Compliance with FG2 and do not receive auditors’ management 
letters that provide an insight on control/risk issues and the performance 
of external auditors across the CG system.    
 
 
18.1 The 2013 Peer Review process (on 
31 December 2012 Audited Financial 
Statements) should include a review of 
audit reports and management letters 
and incorporate a process for 
recording a response from Center 
Management. This should be repeated 
in subsequent years. 
 
 
 
19. 
Harmonizing 
HR Practices 
 
One of the major responsibilities of each Center Board as well as the 
Consortium Board is the oversight of HR policies and processes. 
Expenditure on salaries and associated on-costs is typically the largest 
 
 
19.1 We recommend further analysis 
and discussion during Phase 2 across 
all Centers on the potential costs and 
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single item of expenditure at any Center plus the Consortium Office so it 
is vital that Boards keep a “finger on the pulse” of the HR life cycle from 
recruitment through to the performance appraisal system and results 
plus remuneration and rewards. 
 
From our review, we have noted that each Center has developed and 
maintains its own employment contracts, conditions of service, grade 
structures, salary scales and performance appraisal processes. However, 
we also noted that there are considerable similarities with Centers 
recognising key staff groups of international - local and/or scientific - non-
scientific and/or professional - general service. 
 
We also noted from some Centers had recently revised their performance 
appraisal systems as legacy systems had reached a stage where the 
overall majority of staff (some as high as 90%) were rated at the highest 
level of “outstanding” which provides little or no differentiation for 
effective HR management and cost control. 
 
There have been staff salary surveys carried out across the group and this 
has highlighted some important variances in salary levels. This can inhibit 
or distort recruitment goals and staff mobility across the group – which is 
something that is encouraged by the SRF and CRP strategy. 
 
One Center Board has recently set up a Board Committee exclusively for 
oversight of HR. Other Boards do exercise oversight on HR and HR issues 
are frequently on the agendas of Board or Executive and Finance 
Committee meetings. 
 
benefits/savings that may accrue from 
greater harmonization of HR practices 
such as policies, grading structures and 
performance appraisal. The analysis 
should examine whether there is  
merit in additional oversight from a 
dedicated Consortium Board 
Committee for HR, specificly capacity 
weaknesses at a Center level and 
developing a community of practice 
across the CGIAR. 
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Summary table of issues and recommendations 
In summary the key inadequacies, gaps, risks and recommended actions are shown in the Table below:  
 
 
= for immediate action 
 
 
= for Phase 2 follow-up 
 
No. Inadequacy, Gap or Risk Recommended Action Page No 
Governance 
1.1 Building Consortium Office capacity –  
CO needs to have the capacity to deliver 
in its pivotal  role of ensuring the success 
of the CGIAR strategy. 
 
Assess the adequacy of the current and future capacity of the 
Consortium Office to properly meet the needs of the Reform 
strategy. 
14 
2.1 CRP Governance – CRP governance 
structures need further clarification.  
 
Further review and assess the required governance structure for 
CRP’s. 
16 
3.1 Strengthening links between 
Consortium Board & Center Boards 
 
Consortium Board Members to attend Center Board meetings. 17 
3.2  Consideration should be given the role of a CB ex-officio observer. 17 
4.1 Finance / Accounting representation on 
all Boards- improving financial expertise 
on Boards 
 
Have a minimum of 2 professionally qualified accounting experts 
per Board. 
18 
5.1 Conflicts of Interest – clarifying what is 
meant by CoI and enhancing existing 
policies and procedures.  
Set up and maintain a register of ‘restricted entities’ for Board 
Member compliance 
18 
5.2  Development of CGIAR CoI guidelines (incorporated into the COF).  
 
18 
5.3  Evaluate need for a formalised conflict of interest process for 
targeted Center and Consortium staff. 
19 
6.1 Reserves- addressing the changing 
nature and profile of funding against  
and the Centers’ need for resources  for 
infrastructure development and 
emergency reserves. 
 
 
Further evaluate long term reserve requirements and policies. 19 
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7.1 Programme Partners – Due Diligence – 
developing robust assessment and due 
diligence procedures for external 
partners to minimize misappropriation 
of funds.  
 
Commit to implement a more robust and formalised system of 
‘due diligence’ for partners. 
20 
7.2 Evaluate a more robust and formalised partner / supplier due 
diligence process. 
20 
8.1 Strengthening Fund Flow certainty and 
transparency – improving information 
on, and the timeliness of funding.    
 
Improve cash flow forecasting and predictability from the Fund 
Council for the Centers. 
21 
9.1 Evaluation – building an effective and 
efficient system of evaluation in the 
CGIAR.  
 
Comprehensive review and assessment of current CGIAR 
evaluation system.   
21 
Audit 
10.1 Internal Audit Strategy – developing the 
CGIAR internal audit function and 
clarifying reporting protocols.     
Further review and clarify the current IAU Strategic Plan. 23 
10.2 Improve IAU reporting protocols. 24 
10.3 Further review IAU governance at both Center and Consortium 
levels. 
24 
11.1 Single Group External Audit – 
developing an effective, system-wide 
external audit function.   
 
Further evaluate pros and cons for a single group-wide external 
auditor. 
25 
Investments 
12.1 Investment Policies - harmonizing 
investment policies in the CGIAR to 
avoid the risk of inappropriate 
investment decisions by individual 
Centers. 
Introduce greater standardization of investment policies across the 
CG System. 
26 
12.2 Ensure each Board and Center management team has appropriate 
skills and experience to review and oversee investments. 
26 
12.3 Ensure FG 1 is updated and aligned to any new, more standardized 
investment policy. 
26 
13.1 Investment reporting to the Board – 
improving the quality of investment 
reporting to  Boards and the CO.  
Ensure Audit Committees have oversight of investments.  
13.2 Each Center investment manager should attest annually to their 
Board on investment policy compliance. 
27 
13.3 All investment holdings should be reported to each Board at least 
semi-annually. 
27 
13.4 Expand whistleblowing procedures. 28 
14.1 Treasury and Cash Management – 
improving treasury and cash investment 
practices. 
 
 
 
 
 
Improve Audit Committee oversight on investments. 28 
14.2 Further evaluate the concept of greater central pooling of funds 
together with centralised expert advice. 
28 
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Other Issues 
15.1 One Corporate System (OCS) – 
developing a harmonized project 
management and accounting system for 
CRPs.  
 
Carry out an assessment of the status the OCS project and its 
future implementation. 
28 
16.1 Financial Accounting Standards – 
adopting an internationally recognized 
accounting standard across the CGIAR.  
 
Ensure future conversion and compliance with IFRS accounting 
standards. 
29 
17.1 “CG Group” Financial Statements - 
improving the quality of CRP financial 
reporting.  
 
Further analyse the costs and benefits of IFRS accounting 
standards and group consolidation of accounts. 
29 
18.1 Peer review of Center Audited Financial 
Statements - enhancements to the 
process of conducting peer reviews of 
audited financial reports. 
 
The existing Peer Review process on Audited Financial Statements 
should be expanded. 
30 
19.1 Harmonizing HR Practices  Further analyse costs and benefits of greater harmonization of HR 
standards. 
 
30 
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Conclusion and next steps 
We would like to thank all those who provided collaboration, feedback and support during this first Phase of the Governance 
Review. In particular, we are grateful to the Consortium Office staff who brought together the considerable volume of well-
organized libraries of documentation concerning governance and governing bodies for all CGIAR entities. This provided invaluable 
sources of data and evidence for the review. 
 
We trust that this report will provide rapid, valued and independent insight into the governance challenges facing the CGIAR, 
together with an initial set of recommended actions for important improvements. 
 
We remain available to discuss how we best we can support the Consortium Office and the Governance Review Reference 
Committee in Phase 2 of this Governance Review.  A response to our draft report from the Consortium Office is attached in Annex 4.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Richard Golding   Andrew Mackie   Doug van den Aardweg 
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Annex 1: Terms of Reference 
 
Terms of Reference (TORs) 
For Phase 1 of the CGIAR Governance Review 
Commissioned by the CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council 
 
 
1. Context 
 
i) The CGIAR is a global partnership that unites organizations engaged in research for sustainable development with the 
funders of this work
 2
. The funders include developing and industrialized country governments, foundations, and international 
and regional organizations. The work they support is carried out by 15 members of the Consortium of International 
Agricultural Research Centers (CGIAR Consortium), in close collaboration with hundreds of partner organizations, 
including national and regional research institutes, civil society organizations, academia, and the private sector. 
www.cgiar.org  - www.consortium.cgiar.org. 
j) CGIAR’s vision is to reduce poverty and hunger, improve human health and nutrition, and enhance ecosystem resilience 
through high-quality international agricultural research, partnership and leadership. The CGIAR’s Strategy and Results 
Framework (SRF) defines four system-level outcomes that shape the CGIAR’s research priorities and activities: reduced 
rural poverty, improved food security, improved nutrition and health, sustainably managed natural resources. 
k) In December 2009, the CGIAR adopted a new institutional model designed to improve delivery of its research results in an 
ever-changing global environment. The new model emphasizes a more results-oriented research agenda, clearer 
accountability across the CGIAR, and streamlined CGIAR Research Programs (CRPs). The core elements of the new 
CGIAR are the CGIAR Fund and the CGIAR Consortium. 
l) The CGIAR Fund harmonizes donor contributions to improve the quality and quantity of funding available, engender greater 
financial stability, and reverse the trend toward restricted funding for the implementation of the SRF. The Fund Council is the 
CGIAR Fund’s decision-making body and represents all Fund Donors. 
m) The CGIAR Consortium was established as an international organization on 2 March 2012 and is made up of 15 members 
(the International Agricultural Research Centers) engaged in research for a food-secure future. Before becoming an 
international organization, the CGIAR Consortium existed since 29 April 2010 as a contractual joint venture established by 
its 15 members. The CGIAR Consortium’s main role is to lead the development and oversee the implementation of the 
CGIAR’s SRF, including the CRPs, which are major programs of research reaching across the CGIAR Consortium’s 
members and their partners. 
The CGIAR Consortium  manages the allocation of funds to meet priorities identified in the SRF, and serves as a central 
point of fiduciary and operational accountability for the implementation of CRPs and the use of funds provided for CRPs 
(other than financial oversight of the use of “Window 3” Funds). 
n) The CGIAR system is designed to ensure that appropriate fiduciary responsibilities are imposed on all the organizations 
involved in implementing the CRPs. The CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council enter into program performance 
agreements for the delivery of research through the portfolio of CRPs. The CGIAR Consortium in turn enters into 
performance agreements with Lead Centers of CRPs to implement the CRPs. These contractual arrangements are meant to 
strengthen accountability and the delivery of research results. 
o) The CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council decided to jointly commission a governance review of the CGIAR System, 
including the CGIAR Consortium and its members, the Fund Council and the System components (i.e., the Independent 
Science and Partnership Council (ISPC) and the Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA)). This CGIAR Governance 
Review arises from a need identified by the Fund Council, together with the CGIAR Consortium and its members, to conduct 
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a detailed and evidenced-based CGIAR Governance Review in order to review and assess the governance structures and 
controls in place across the CGIAR. This Review will be detailed and evidence-based and will be conducted in multiple 
phases to ensure that the Review is conducted efficiently and effectively and to allow for an early risk assessment for all 
CGIAR Consortium members of the issues highlighted by the IITA failed investment. 
p) The CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council established a Governance Review Reference Committee (Reference 
Committee or GRRC) to oversee the proper carrying out of the CGIAR Governance Review (see Annex 2 for more details 
on the Reference Committee). 
q) The CGIAR Governance Review will contribute to the information available to the Consortium Board in fulfilling its 
governance, risk and compliance responsibilities.  In particular, the Consortium Board is responsible for ensuring that the 
governance controls in the CGIAR Consortium are properly structured and implemented.  The review also supports a critical 
and timely collaborative process begun this year among all members of the CGIAR Consortium to seek best governance 
practices, and will assist the Fund Council and the Consortium in providing their overview of the governance and 
management performance of the CGIAR system. 
 
 
2. Purpose of these TORs 
 
The purpose of these TORs is to describe Phase 1 of the CGIAR Governance Review commissioned by the CGIAR 
Consortium and the Fund Council (see Annex 1 for details), as well as the modalities for such Review (selection of the 
Review Team, etc.). 
 
 
3. Selection of the Review Team 
 
The Reference Committee is in charge of establishing the parameters of a consulting study which will have as its objective 
a series of recommendations bolstering the governance framework of the CGIAR. 
 
This will be done by setting up a team of consultants (Review Team) to conduct Phase 1 of the CGIAR Governance 
Review. The Reference Committee will select 3 consultants to be part of the Review Team, based on their curriculum 
vitae, level of experience and rates. The Reference Committee will appoint one of the 3 consultants Chair of the Review 
Team to coordinate and integrate the work of the 3 consultants into a single team and report. The first deliverable of the 
Chair of the Review Team will be a clear exposition of how the assignment is to be divided amongst the consultants with 
a clear list of deliverables for each consultant, and the reporting responsibility and timing allocated. 
 
The consultants will be selected by the Reference Committee in such a way as to ensure an appropriate mix of the 
following skills and experience: 
a. Demonstrated experience in reforms in public-sector organizations and/or complex organizational environments, preferably 
at the regional and/or international level; 
b. High technical skills in corporate governance, organizational development and financial management systems, preferably at 
the regional and/or international level; 
c. Experience with the CGIAR or other similar international bodies. 
 
All consultants shall have excellent written and oral English. 
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It is anticipated that the Reference Committee will have selected the Review Team’s first consultant by early December 
2012, and the two other consultants by the end of 2012. 
 
 
4. Language 
 
The Review and all correspondence and documents exchanged with the Review Team shall be in English. 
It is emphasized that the Reference Committee is more concerned to receive a series of actionable and prioritized 
recommendations with analysis, rather than an extensive report. 
 
 
5. Manner of operation 
 
The Reference Committee assumes that international standards applicable to consulting engagements will apply to the 
work performed.  For instance, the reviewees will be given an opportunity to correct errors of fact before any final reports 
are submitted. It is also further anticipated that the draft reports will be submitted to the Consortium Board’s Governance, 
Risk and Compliance Committee for review prior to the submission of the final reports.  
 
 
 
Annex 1 
 
Description of Phase 1 of the CGIAR Governance Review 
 
 
 
1. Scope of Work of Phase 1 of the Review 
 
Phase 1 of the Review will consist of the following: 
 
a) Review and assess the governance structures in place across the CGIAR (the CGIAR Consortium, CGIAR Consortium 
members and Fund Council) as well as the governance processes, controls and oversight mechanisms in place (including the 
ISPC as an advisory body and the IEA as an oversight mechanism). 
 
This includes, in particular: 
 
- Reviewing and assessing the roles and responsibilities of the governing bodies (clarity of mandate), their 
governance policies and procedures (conflict of interest, availability of information, etc.), their structure (size, 
composition, competencies, nomination and appointment process, committees) and remuneration; 
 
- Reviewing and assessing the roles and responsibilities of the ISPC as an advisory body and the IEA as an 
oversight mechanism, taking into account the governance controls, rules and policies of their hosting 
institution, FAO (particularly financial controls and conflicts of interest); 
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- Examining the adequacy of the (legal) principal/agency relationships between, on the one hand, the CGIAR 
Consortium, CGIAR donors and the Fund Council and, on the other hand, the individual Centers and their 
boards and management; 
 
- Reviewing and assessing from a risk management perspective for the CGIAR Consortium and its 15 members: 
their investment policies and practices (including current investment portfolio); audit procedures; 
communication channels and protocols for reporting mismanagement and/or exceptional and/or unforeseen 
circumstances or risks; 
 
b) Identify potential gaps and/or mismatches between accountability and/or responsibility as compared with authority as well as 
control systems; and 
 
c) Provide, where possible, a range of solutions that address gaps and/or overlaps in governance structures and controls; these 
solutions should take into account the reform process and may potentially include the development of common policies and 
guidelines (internal to the CGIAR Consortium or for inclusion in the Common Operational Framework), best practices, board 
composition and appointment guidelines, control mechanisms, and minimum standards for investment and other policies. 
 
Phase 1 of the Review will be detailed and evidence-based. It will be mostly based on documents identified as relevant by the 
Reference Committee and the Review Team and collected by the Consortium Office from the Consortium, the Centers, the Fund 
Office, the ISPC and the IEA (this collection is already well underway). 
It may also be based on additional information collected by Consultants during visits to Centers, if such visits are deemed necessary 
by the consultants based on their preliminary review of the documents collected. The total number of visits to Centers will be limited 
to five. 
 
Adjustments may be made to how Phase 1 of the Review is conducted based on information collected as Phase 1 progresses. 
 
 
2. Timeline for Phase 1 of the Review 
 
Phase 1 of the Review will be conducted over a period of approximately eight weeks, from approximately December 2012 to January 
2013. The tentative date for the final report for Phase 1 of the Review, including the recommendations, to be finalized and submitted 
by the Review Team to the Reference Committee is mid-February 2013. 
 
 
3. Subsequent Phase of the Review 
 
Phase 1 will be followed by Phase 2 for which the Reference Committee will issue a separate Request for Proposals to consulting 
firms. It is anticipated that Phase 2 of the Review will consist of (i) further analysis and recommendations to improve governance 
based on the outputs of Phase 1 and (ii) a review of how the governance structures are operated in practice in the CGIAR (in 
particular, evaluating responsibilities for compliance with, and enforcement and oversight of, the governance policies and main 
CGIAR agreements at all levels in the CGIAR), as well as recommendations to improve compliance.  
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Annex 2 
 
GOVERNANCE REVIEW REFERENCE COMMITTEE 
 
OF THE CGIAR CONSORTIUM AND THE FUND COUNCIL 
 
(“Reference Committee” or “GRRC”) 
 
(approved by the CGIAR Consortium and Fund Council on November 19, 2012) 
 
 
I. Purpose 
 
The Reference Committee is an ad-hoc committee established by the CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council in order to oversee the 
proper carrying out of the CGIAR Governance Review commissioned by the CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council. 
 
 
II. Roles and Responsibilities 
 
The Reference Committee shall in particular: 
 
a) Finalize the terms of reference of the CGIAR Governance Review; 
 
b) Select  a team of consultants to conduct the different phases of the CGIAR Governance Review (Review Team); 
 
c) Provide operational direction to the Review Team; 
 
d) Interface between Review Team and the CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council as appropriate; 
 
e) Determine the list of documents to be provided to the Review Team; 
 
f) Facilitate access of the Review Team to appropriate individuals in the System; 
 
g) Receive reports from the Review Team and submit them to the CGIAR Consortium and Fund Council with the Reference 
Committee’s analysis and recommendations; 
 
h) carry out any other functions required to ensure the proper carrying out of the CGIAR Governance Review; and 
 
i) Recommend further actions to the CGIAR Consortium and Fund Council as appropriate. 
 
The Reference Committee’s work will be supported by the Consortium Office and the Fund Office which will gather all relevant 
information for the CGIAR Governance Review and organize meetings as relevant. 
 
 
III. Membership 
 
The Reference Committee shall be composed of six members, three appointed by the CGIAR Consortium and three appointed by the 
Fund Council. 
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The CGIAR Consortium appoints the following three individuals: the two co-chairs of the Consortium Board’s Governance 
Committee (Lynn Haight and Sara Boettiger), and the CGIAR Consortium Chief Executive Officer (Frank Rijsberman); 
 
The Fund Council appoints the following three individuals: the two following representatives of Fund Council members: Rob Bertram 
(USAID) and Luke Mukubvu (DFID), and the Fund Council Executive Secretary (Jonathan Wadsworth). 
 
 
IV. Standards of performance 
Each Committee member shall preserve the confidentiality of information of a confidential nature to which he or she has 
had access during the performance of his/her duties. 
Should a Committee member have an interest relative to any business before the Reference Committee that he or she 
considers may pose a potential conflict of interest, he or she shall declare it to the Reference Committee who will decide 
on the extent of the member's allowable participation in the Reference Committee's work on that business. 
 
 
V. Meetings 
 
The Committee shall meet (physically, by teleconference or other electronic means) as often as the Committee deems necessary to 
function effectively. 
 
 
VI. Procedures 
 
The Reference Committee shall report regularly to both the CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council on its activities, and maintain 
minutes of all meetings. 
 
Unless otherwise decided by both the CGIAR Consortium and the Fund Council, the Reference Committee shall be automatically 
dissolved upon satisfactory completion of the CGIAR Governance Review, as determined jointly by the CGIAR Consortium and Fund 
Council. 
 
 
________________________ 
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Annex 2: Listing of interviewees 
CGIAR Consortium 
Carlos Pérez del Castillo (Chair) 
Lynn Haight (Audit Committee Chair) 
Frank Rijsberman (CEO) 
Elise Perset (General Counsel) 
Gordon MacNeil (Director of Finance - outgoing) 
Gerry O’Donoghue (Director of Finance – incoming) 
Piers Bocock (Director of Communications) 
 
CGIAR Internal Audit Unit 
Blanshard Marke (Director, IAU) 
 
CENTERS 
 
Africa Rice 
Peter Matlon (Board Chair) 
Papa Seck (DG) 
 
Bioversity 
Paul Zuckerman (Board Chair) 
Emile Frison (DG) 
 
CIAT 
Wanda Collins (Board Chair) 
Graham Joscelyne (Audit Committee Chair) 
Albin Hubscher (DDG Corporate Services) 
 
CIFOR 
Hosny El-Lakany (Board Chair) 
Peter Holmgren (DG) 
 
CIMMYT (visited) 
Sara Boettiger (Board Chair) 
Tom Lumpkin (DG) 
Tom Short (DDG Corporate Services) 
Anna Herremans (Finance Director) 
‘Raj’ Rajasekharan (Director, International Human Resources) 
Andres Alvarez Cordero (Legal and Institutional Relations) 
Richard Medina (Director Internal Audit) 
 
CIP 
Phyllis Kibui (Audit Committee Chair) 
Pamela Anderson (DG) 
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ICARDA 
Camilla Toulman (Board Chair) 
Mahmoud Solh (DG) 
Koen Geerts (DDG Corporate Services) 
 
ICRAF (visited) 
Eric Tollens (Board Chair – by telephone) 
Hilary Wild (Audit Committee Chair) 
Tony Simons (DG) 
Ravi Prabhu (DDG Research) 
Laksiri Abeysekera (DDG Finance & Corporate Services)   
Elizabeth Kariuki (Head, Contracts and Grants & Special Assistant to DG) 
Stella Kiwango (Director of Administration)  
Phoebe Owiti (Head, Internal Audit) 
 
ICRISAT 
Nigel Poole (Board Chair) 
Willie Dar (DG) 
 
IFPRI (visited) 
Fawzi Al-Sultan (Board Chair) 
Csaba Csaki Audit Committee Chair) 
Shenggen Fan (DG) 
David Governey (DDG Corporate Services) 
Karen Brooks (CRP Director) 
Andrew Albin (Internal Auditor) 
 
IITA 
Tom Medlycott (Chair of the Audit Committee) 
Kwame Akuffo Akoto (DDG Corporate Services) 
 
ILRI (visited) 
Lindiwe Sibanda (Board Chair) 
Jimmy Smith (DG) 
John McIntire (DDG, Integrated Sciences) 
Suzanne Bertrand (DDG, Biosciences) 
Steve Staal (interim DDG) 
Tom Randolph (Director CG Research Programme on Livestock and Fish) 
Martin van Weerdenburg (Director, Corporate Services) 
Margaret MacDonald Levy (Director, HR) 
Shirley Tarawali (Director Institutional Planning and Secretary to the Board) 
Linda Opati (Legal Officer) 
Peter Getugi (Head, Internal Audit) 
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IRRI 
Emerlinda R. Roman (Board Chair) 
Norman MacDonald (DDG Management Services) 
 
IWMI 
Getachew Endiga (Audit Committee Chair) 
Jeremy Bird (DG) 
Amol Kristy (Director of Finance and Administration) 
 
World Fish 
Remo Gautschi (Board Chair) 
Vimala Menon (Audit Committee Chair)  
Wayne Rogers (Director, Corporate Services) 
 
 
 
Fund Council / Fund Secretariat 
Rachel Kyte (Fund Council Chair) 
Jonathan Wadsworth (Fund Council Secretary) 
 
Trustee Office 
Pamela Crivelli (Lead Financial Officer) 
Darius Stangu (Financial Analyst) 
 
Donors 
Alan Tollervey (DFID)  
Juergen Voegele (World Bank) 
Eija Pehu (World Bank) 
Prahbu Pingali (Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation) 
Rob Bertram (USAid) 
David Radcliffe (European Commission) 
Bernard Rey (European Commission)  
 
Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA) 
Rachel Bedouin (Head, IEA) 
 
International Science & Partnership Council (ISPC) 
Ken Cassman (Chair)  
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Annex 3: Investment Policy Structure (illustration) 
 
INVESTMENT OBJECTIVES 
 Preservation of capital 
 Liquidity 
 Maximising returns 
 
DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY including responsibilities 
(with attention to segregation of duties) 
 
INVESTMENT GUIDELINES (Including diversification) 
 
 Asset classes and investment instruments 
 Institutional issuers 
 Selection criteria eg: credit rating 
 Local and foreign currency investments 
 Allocations: Short, medium and Long term 
 Prohibited investments and ethical considerations 
 
SELECTION OF INVESTMENT MANAGERS/ADVISORS AND CUSTODIANS 
 
FOREX HEDGING 
 
INCOME FROM INVESTMENTS 
 Gross returns (capital and income) 
 Cost of managing the investments 
 Benchmarking performance 
 
REPORTING 
Six monthly reporting to the Board to include: 
 A schedule of investments reflecting the guideline criteria (above) 
 Changes since the previous report 
 Forex hedging 
 Income (gross and net of investment expenses). And losses if incurred. 
 Performance vs benchmarks 
Annual attestation by the responsible manager of adherence to the policy for the year  
 
POLICY REVIEW 
Policy will be reviewed annually by the Board 
 
GLOSSARY OF TERMS 
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Annex 4: Consortium response to Report of Phase 1 of the Governance Review  
The Consortium concurs with the findings of the report. In particular, the Consortium notes the reassurance that it gives that, with 
regard to the specific issue of investments, the Consultants did not find any examples of practices or investments at either Board or 
senior management level in any of the Centers that are similar to those which had given rise or could give rise to failed investments 
such as in the past incident with IITA. 
 
The Consortium concludes that the report sets out many valuable recommendations and the Consortium Board’s Governance, Risk 
and Compliance Committee does not object to any specific recommendation.  
 
The Consortium will consider the recommendations suggested for immediate action, noting that a number of relevant actions are 
already on-going, e.g.: 
 
- #1 Consortium Office (CO) capacity building: the hiring of a CO project manager for OCS is planned; 
 
- #2 CRP governance: the Consortium has requested the Independent Evaluation Arrangement (IEA) to undertake an external 
evaluation of the governance and management arrangements of the CRPs in 2013; 
 
- #6 Reserves: a working group has been set up to develop a new policy for the Consortium members’ unrestricted net assets.  
Reserves and other treasury management practices (including investment policy) will subsequently form part of the Financial 
Guideline No. 1 (Financial Management), which will be completed for inclusion in the Common Operational Framework by 
the end of 2013; 
 
- #10 Internal audit: a single system-wide Internal Audit function, building on the current Internal Audit Unit (IAU), is being 
created; 
 
- #11 External audit: the Consortium will explore the feasibility of having a single external auditor perform the external audit 
of all of its members; 
 
- #12 Investment policies: a working group will be established to develop a CG wide common investment policy; 
 
- #15 One Corporate System (OCS): the CO is in the process of commissioning a top level independent review of the OCS 
project. This is planned to be completed by the middle of March 2013. It also welcomes the proposal to undertake an in-depth 
review of OCS as part of Phase 2 of the Governance Review that is about to start; 
 
- #16 Financial accounting standards: the CO is working with PWC to redraft CGIAR Financial Guideline No 2 Account 
Policies to ensure full compliance with IFRS; 
 
- #18 Peer review process: the CO currently organizes peer review of its members’ Annual Financial Statements. 
 
In addition, following the CGIAR Consortium Governance Retreat in December 2012, a number of follow-up actions are taking place 
(cf. summary table of governance actions). All these on-going actions should be taken into account by the Consultants of Phase 2 of 
the Governance Review. 
 
The Consortium looks forward to Phase 2 of the Governance Review and to the further analyses and recommendations that will be 
made. 
18 February 2013 
